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For Anjan

A brief candle; both ends burning
An endless mile; yet the wheels turning
So say it loud and let it ring
We are all a part of everything
The future, present and the past
Fly on proud bird

You're free at last
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Fragmented Identities, Polarized Futures

Conceptualizing Caste as Social Exclusion
By
Prashant Negt

1. Introduction

Caste, both in its traditional and modern form hasained a subject of intense academic
inquiry. Much has been written on caste over thargelLately, new forms of discourses have
emerged under the rubric of ‘social exclusion’, ethihave extended the scope of academic
discussion on caste. This paper attempts to caniréit the following fundamental issues: how
to juxtapose thinking on social exclusion to untsrding caste in India? And will that analysis

add any value to the existing discourses on caste?

Specifically, this paper integrates relevant therfnes literature on social exclusion, wherein,
the concept has been theoretically explored andmatis to apply the same towards
understanding caste in India. Implicit here is tlotion that some typology of social exclusion
must be a ‘constitutive’ component and ‘instruméyta cause of diverse capability failures
and reduced life chances associated with castedldiserimination. The purposes of inquiry,
therefore, are to accentuate on the ‘relationatiaigics of caste-based discrimination; to bring
out the instrumental importance of caste-basedusian; to investigate constitutively relevant
relational aspects of caste-based discriminatiowl;, ® undertake an effectual analysis of the
typology of exclusion. Also, the ‘processes’ andgencies’ underlying caste-based
discrimination have been looked into from the pecspe of the interaction and mutual
reinforcement of different dimensions of disadvgeta which incorporates the ‘cultural
devaluation’ of people and groups and explains lofgriority is internalized. Further, the
economic aspects of exclusion; creation of multehsional disadvantage; and the dynamics of

social exclusion in social provisioning are alsoestained.
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Thematically, these methodological issues are datitby firstly, presenting a brief background
to the concept of social exclusion as articulatedcontemporary and historical discourses.
Secondly, the paper presents select empirical ee@leon caste and untouchability-based
discrimination to demonstrate marred ‘access’ gpalticipation’: key dimensions of social

interaction and mobility; and finally, it explairtee inferences drawn from these (empirical)

studies with clarificatory remarks from the theofysocial exclusion.

2. Understanding Social Exclusion

At the outset, it must be underscored that the efesnof a unified theory of social exclusion are
“contested” (Hills and others, 2002). Given theysemic and superfluous nature of the term; it

seems to be ‘context specific’ and continually ferdal giving rise to its diffused connotations.

It, therefore, comes as no surprise that theresamege who feel that the term social exclusion is
merely re-labeling of what used to be called pgvéBarry, 2002) or even perhaps locate the
term as being ‘in search of a constituency’ (Kab26e00).

Nevertheless, the fact remains that social exalubims made significant inroads into academic
discussions and policy debates and is seen to dmmgrassing a wide range of topical issues —
social, economic, political, as well as culturals@ the literature on the subject is growing

exponentially and its study, as Sen puts it apigycertainly not for the abstemious”.

It must also be accentuated here that conceptsoanmere translations of abstract thought; they
always have a history, both in specific form andslation to their precursors, and for concepts
with political salience, that history is always tested. This is particularly true for social

exclusion.

The mid-70s initiated a process of intense econagstructuring within the advanced capitalist
democracies. As a consequence, new social probdenesged that appeared to challenge the
very assumptions underlying the Western welfaréestaThough, universal social welfare

policies did insure against risks predictable frehared life cycle, career patterns and family



structures; a standardized life course could n@dorbe assumed. Such economic and social
upheavals ushered in shifts in the ‘moral imagordtigiving us new conceptions of social

disadvantage such as ‘new poverty’, ‘underclasd’‘aacial exclusion’ (Saith, 2001).

Modern usage of the term ‘social exclusion’ seembave originated in France, even though it
was in the practical context of identifying the kexted for policy purposes. The concept in that
regard was first articulated by René Lenoir (19Who as Secrétaire Etat a Action Sociale
(Secretary for Social Action) of the French (Chjrgovernment postulated that ‘Les Exclus’
(the excluded or the outcastes) denote people vere mdministratively excluded by the state or
from social protection. It may be emphasized hbet governance in France draws upon the
Republican tradition, wherein, prominence is gitenthe organic and solidaristic nature of
society and the idea of the state as mirroringgéeeral will of the nation. Exclusion in that
regard denotes the rupture of a social bond (altaral and moral bond) between the individual

and society and is viewed as being subversive.

Thereupon, the list from which people may be exetudhas significantly expanded. Silver

(1995) noting “a few of the things that people magxcluded from” spoke about:

“a livelihood; secure, permanent employment; easiiproperty, credit, or land;
housing; minimal or prevailing consumption levedducation, skills, and cultural
capital; the welfare state; citizenship and legplaity; democratic participation;
public goods; the nation or the dominant race; kamnd sociability; humanity,

respect, fulfilment and understanding.”

The transferability of the concept of social exmuasis particularly predominant in Silver’s
conception. She sufficiently establishes that $cexalusion has myriad usages and meanings,
which in all probability explains the conceptuatina of social exclusion in terms of poverty
and capability deprivation by Smith, Townsend, %&ad De Hann; social closure by Weber,
Parkin and Bourdieu ; conceptual spectrums of tigasby Kabeer; the idea of citizenship by
Marshall and the idea of justice by Rawls to nanf@aa Given the paucity of space, a discussion

on these aspects is beyond the scope of this paper.



Given the multitude of contexts, usages and meanafiggocial exclusion; it surely requires an
extensive semantic definition. This has largelyrbeenceded by multilateral organizations at the
forefront of working on exclusion/inclusion suchtas UN; the EU; the Social Exclusion Task
Force; and the DFID, UK. In fact, most of theseamigations do not even wish to get enmeshed
in definitional issues. For them, social excluses a concept presents itself as an extremely
viable idea capable of facilitating multi-dimensabrdiscourse and is extremely application
oriented. An EU Commission (1992) document stateslajuote “it is difficult to come up with

a simple definition” [of social exclusion].

Also, sociological theorists suggest that “everierapt at establishing typology is inevitably
reductionist, and all the more so in the casesxeafuded population groups or those facing
exclusion. The factors bringing about exclusion kether originating in individual, family or
socio-economic circumstances — are numerous, #tetand interact in such a way that, often
they end up reinforcing each other.” That is peshapreason enough why social exclusion is
sometimes conceptually disaggregated as ‘socia’ ‘arclusion’; for the simple reason that

most forms of exclusion are legitimized or reinfmidn a given social setting.

Also, since the concept is expressed in multiptengesuch as poverty, destitution, deprivation,
discrimination, dispossession, disaffiliation, nuithensional disadvantage, closure,
marginality, inequality, distributive justice etben the logical question which emerges is how to
define the concept? Perhaps the concept could foeeddirstly, colloquially — so that it is used
to define every form of social disadvantage. Sebonanalytically — wherein it is used to
analyze social disadvantage (beyond poverty); fhimperationally — wherein it informs actions

by institutional actors; and finally, in terms aftoomes and dynamic processes.

| agree, however, with Silver that social exclusstrould be defined onomasiologically; that is,
defining it with reference to more than one terror Fhe purposes of this paper, a working
definition of social exclusion is borrowed from tB&ID (2005), more so, as DFID is perhaps
the only multilateral organization that officialhecognizes caste as a form of social exclusion
and also because it's thinking on social exclustan be contextualized into the discussion.
DFID defines social exclusion as “a process by Wwhaertain groups are systematically

disadvantaged because they are discriminated agamghe basis of their ethnicity, race,



religion, sexual orientation, caste, descent, gerafge, disability, HIV status, migrant status or
where they live”. It further states that “discriratron occurs in public institutions, such as the

legal system or education and health services gfisa® social institutions like the household”.

Accordingly, social exclusion is conceptualized tiba one hand, as a condition or outcome, and,
on the other, as a dynamic process. Asoadition or outcome social exclusion is a state in
which excluded individuals or groups are unablgaaticipate fully in their society. This may
result from:

= their social identity (for instance race, gendémeity, caste or religion), or
» social location (for instance in areas that areatemstigmatised or suffering from war or

conflict).

As a multidimensional and dynamic processcial exclusion refers to the social relations and
organizational barriers that block the attainmehlivelihoods, human development and equal

citizenship. As a dynamic process, social exclugaoverned by:

» social and political relations; and

= access to organizations and institutional sitgsosfer.

This conception of social exclusion has reasonaiohgitude’ with the works of both Aristotle
and Adam Smith. Aristotle maintained that “the rieks of human life” was unequivocally
linked to “the necessity to first ascertain thedimn of man”, followed by an exploration of
“life in the sense of activity”. Smith correspongdiy spoke about certain “necessaries” to lead
non-poverished lives. He characterized such “neciess as being representative of the “ability
to appear in public without shame”. Accordinglyffgient value may be placed upon not being
excluded from societal interaction: a conceptioniclwhis a constitutive feature of social

exclusion as a dynamic process.

3. Empirical Evidence on Caste as Exclusion

3.1The MMS and the PDS



This survey was conducted by IIDS (in 2007) in %8ages within 30 districts across 05 states
(Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh, Bihar, Andhra Pradesd, Bamil Nadu) of India in order to
determine the treatment meted out to the DalithenMMS and the PDS schemes and also to
establish whether the Dalits as a marginalizedasagioup were being discriminated in the

implementation of these schemes.

The survey was designed with an objective to asicert

The levels of physical access the Dalits had tedtieod security programs;

The degree to which they participated in their adstiation;

The nature of community-level access to each progra

To understand the locational dynamics of the MM& e PDS centers; and finally

a ~ wnh e

To understand the intangible behavioral aspectisafimination and social exclusion in

their implementation.

The MMS

Physical Access

If we consider the percentage of villages covemrdieu this scheme as an indicator of access, we
find that this scheme was implemented in 98.4 pat of the villages surveyed. Similarly, while
ascertaining the location of these centers, it Wamd that in a majority of the states, these
centers were located in non-Dalit areas: the pésgenbeing particularly low for the states of
Rajasthan (12 per cent) and Tamil Nadu (19 per) cBygtway of contrast, in Andhra Pradesh, 47
per cent of the centers were located in Dalit g#is, thus, enabling the Dalits to have relatively
easy access to them. The survey also establistadnthvillages where mid-day meals were
served in dominant caste localities, the variabi@ anpredictable caste relations did affect Dalit
access to the meals, allowing the dominant casetesritrol access to the meals and making the
Dalits more vulnerable. Conversely, when theseersnvere located in Dalit habitats, not only
did the Dalits have better access, but childremfather castes who wanted access to meals had

to forego some of their caste-based prejudices.



Participatory Empowerment

The participatory empowerment of the Dalits in S was ascertained by firstly, the
percentage of mid-day meal centers operated byD#lgs themselves, and secondly, by the
percentage of centers in which the Dalits were gadar employed as cooks. The data indicated
that Dalit participation was highest in Andhra Rrsi with 49 per cent of the respondent villages
having Dalits as cooks and 45 per cent with Dagrganizers. Tamil Nadu was next with 31
per cent of the villages having Dalit as cooks aider cent as organizers. In Rajasthan, only 8
per cent of the villages surveyed had Dalit coaks aot even one village had a Dalit organizer

for its mid-day meal center.

Community Access

The survey found that in 52 per cent of the vilage Rajasthan, 36 per cent of the villages in
Tamil Nadu, and 24 per cent of the villages in ArrdRradesh community-level access for the
Dalits to the mid-day meals was restricted duéhopresence of caste-based discrimination and
exclusion. The forms and patterns of caste-basamtigiination and exclusion included complete
denial of meals to the Dalit children on accountwitouchability”; dominant caste opposition
to the Dalit cooks in the scheme, which was peibkpin 48.3 per cent of the villages surveyed;
the use of segregated or differential seating gaarents for the Dalit children during the meals,
which was evident in 31 per cent of the villagesyvig the Dalits separate meals altogether,
which was noticed in 9.2 per cent of the villagdscrimination by the teachers who serve
inadequate or pedestrian food to the Dalit childrehich was observed in 9.2 per cent of the
villages; and finally, some other problems, whicerevperceived in 2.3 per cent of the villages

surveyed.

The narrative and qualitative accounts of casteridignation in the MMS facilitated a

comprehensive understanding of the patterns andfiggeof caste discrimination and exclusion.
For instance, in the case of opposition to Daliksy the patterns of discrimination were found
to be structured into the very process of conatiguthe scheme within a village. At the very
inception stage of the scheme, the dominant cast@bers opposed the hiring of the Dalit



cooks. Then, if a Dalit cook was hired anyway, tt@minant castes members forbid their
children to eat the meals which those cooks haggpesl. Their next step was to exert pressure
on the administration to dismiss the services effalit cook. If that too failed, they would then
garner support to shut down the scheme in thegalkchool. Finally, some dominant castes also
reacted by withdrawing their wards from the sch&lch instances were especially obvious in

villages in the West Godavari district of Andhra&esh and in the Ajmer district of Rajasthan.

ThePDS

With regard to the PDS scheme, 87 per cent of ifleges surveyed were found to have at least
one functioning PDS shop, while the remaining 18gant had none. Of the 05 states surveyed,
access to PDS shops was lowest in Uttar PradesBiaad wherein 39 per cent and 16 per cent
of the villages surveyed had no PDS shops. Andredd3h, on the other hand, seems to have
adequately ensured access to PDS shops. Furteesutiiey also found that 70 per cent of the
PDS shops in the entire sample of 531 villages Warated in dominant caste localities, 17 per
cent in Dalit localities, and 13 per cent elsewhémdhra Pradesh had the highest percentage of
PDS shops in the Dalit colonies (30 per cent), vl Rajasthan not even a single village had a

PDS shop in a Dalit locality.

The overwhelming preponderance of dominant casteS Rialers (81 per cent) also
conspicuously establishes the discriminatory lewlarticipatory empowerment and equity
within this system. The forms of discrimination linded discrimination in quantity (Dalits
receiving smaller quantities for the same pricege(Dalits being charged more or extra for the
same quantity of products); caste-based favorit{Bralits being arbitrarily assigned “Dalit
days,” often, once or twice in a week with redut¢edirs, preferential order of serving, and
complete denial of PDS products etc.); and the tpeaof untouchability (goods not being
distributed to Dalits until the dominant caste slemers hung cloth screens in front of them to
protect themselves from the Dalits polluting preseor alternatively, the goods being dropped

from above into the cupped hands of Dalits so avtad any polluting contact with them).

3.2 Nature and Pattern of Atrocities on Dalits



To delineate the magnitude and pattern of atraciigainst the Dalits, official statistics drawn
from the Crime in India Report for the decadal peri990 to 2000 were analyzed. The analysis
indicated that a total of about 2,85,871 casesaoibus crimes were registered on an All India
level by the Dalits, of which 14,030 were registertender the Anti-Untouchability Act and
81,796 under the Prevention of Atrocities Act. Thisans that on an average 28,587 cases of

caste discrimination and atrocities were registargtually during the 1990’s.

Drawing a typology on the nature of crime and atieg, it came to the fore that on an average,
553 cases of murder, 2,990 of hurt; 919 of rapd; df&idnapping/abduction; 47 of dacoity; 127

of robbery; 456 of arson; 1,403 of caste discrirtiorg and 8,179 of atrocities were registered
during the decadal period 1990 to 2000.

In 2000, 05 states comprising of Bihar, Madhya Ps&d Rajasthan, Uttar Pradesh and Orissa
accounted for the bulk of crimes and atrocities witted against the Dalits. In fact, of the
above, Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan and Madhya Praogstiner accounted for about 65 percent of
crimes and atrocities.

In all, 10,0891 cases were still pending in thertoby the end of the year 2000 countrywide.
Uttar Pradesh topped the list of pending cases Wt303 followed by Maharashtra (8,212),
Rajasthan (5,836), Orissa (5,669), Andhra Pradés®4%), Tamil Nadu (1.810), Karnataka
(1,794) and Kerala (1,768). The analysis also ésteddl that the conviction rates for the
perpetrators of atrocities were very low and cosely; the acquittal rates were very high.

3.3 Impact of the Reservation Policy on the Scheded Castes — 1960-2003

This 1IDS study examined the employment statuhef3Cs in the public sector in India, which
includes central government services, PSUs, ndirmtbhbanks, and insurance sector for the
period 1960 to 2003. The data was primarily drasemfvarious Government sources.

Central Government Services

Table 1 shows the representation of the SCs an&Tlsein various categories of Government



jobs. In 2003, the representation of the SCs inu@ré, Group B, Group C, and Group D
categories of jobs was 11.93, 14.32, 16.29, an@8lpercentage points respectively. The
corresponding figures for the General castes warg8per cent in Group A jobs, followed by
81.36 per cent in Group B. Interestingly, theirrehm both, Group C and Group D jobs was
lower at 77.17 and 75.06 percentage points.

Evidently, the representation of the SC and thee8iployees in the Government jobs despite
reservations fell much below the stipulated quetgsecially in Group A and Group B categories
of jobs.

The distribution of jobs within the SCs shows that of every 100 jobs only 1.9 percent were
employed in Group A, 4.8 percent in Group B, 64cpat in Group C and 29.3 percent in Group
D jobs. Correspondingly, the percentage distributd the General castes stood at 2.86 percent
in Group A, 5.88 percent in Group B, 65.03 peraganGroup C and 26.23 percent in Group D

jobs respectively.

The analysis brought to the fore that the decim€entral Government jobs for the SCs was at a
rate higher than that for the General castes. Tadysis also established that the percentage
share of the SCs fell much short of the stipulatemtas fixed under reservations by the
Government and that their representation was high&roup D category of jobs, which are

considered lowly and polluted.

Further, the analysis accentuated that during 8694 to the 1980s; more than half of the SC
employees were concentrated in Group D categoryolo$, while about 40 percent were
concentrated in Group C category jobs respectivBhe overall period under analysis (1960-
2003) also suggests that while the absolute numbsra/ell as the percentage share of the SCs
in Group D jobs has decreased, it is neverthefelsyed by an increase in their representation

in Group C jobs.

Employment in PSUs

In the PSUs, the representation of the SCs wadiftmhave improved both in terms of absolute

numbers and percentage share. However, a majofitthe SCs were still found to be



concentrated in Group D followed by Group C categgoof jobs. In Group A and Group B

categories of jobs, the representation of the S&s found to be unsatisfactory and at levels
below the stipulated quotas. Further, the advergmcts of the NEP were a visible in the PSU
employment as both the absolute numbers and theemege share of the SC and the ST

employees declined after its inception in 1991 {Eatale 2 for further details).

Employment in Public Sector Banks

Though, employment declined for all social groufierathe inception of the NEP; its adverse
impacts were more pronounced for the SCs tharh®Qeneral castes. This too is evident from
the data in Table 3.

Employment in Public Sector Insurance Companies

The analysis of employment in public sector insoeagompanies was limited by the non-
availability of data before 1993 and after 2000 wedwer, the available data did establish that
employment for the SCs fell below the stipulatedtguinder reservations in Group A, Group B,
and Group C categories of jobs. In terms of totalpleyment, about 75 percent were
concentrated in Group C jobs, while about 80 pereere concentrated in Group D jobs (see
Table 4 for further details).

4. Caste Exclusion Explained

This section drawing upon the empirical studiesidated in the paper attempts to understand
some of the mechanisms that drive processes oflsegclusion, by accentuating on the
interaction and mutual reinforcement of differemhensions of disadvantage. For the same, the
paper aligns with the theoretical conceptions afiaoexclusion by Kabeer (2006) and Sen
(2000).

According to Kabeer, these mechanisms are: fits, ¢ultural devaluation of groups and

categories and the internalization of inferioritsecond, the economic dynamics of social



exclusion; third, the intergenerational transmissaf poverty; and fourth, the dynamics of

exclusion in social provisioning.

First, the processes of cultural devaluation arg keechanisms through which the social
exclusion of certain groups and categories by afloeninant groups is perpetuated as a property
of societal structures. These processes draw omfdeinorms, and values to disparage,
stereotype, invisibilise, ridicule, and demean figesd’ groups and categories and thereby,
explain and justify the denial of full rights of giigipation in the economic, social, and political
life of that society. While cultural disadvantageayhe primarily associated with despised
identities, it is often, accompanied by economscdmination: such groups are more likely to
face difficulties in being employed and conversely, retaining employment. The highly
stratified Hindu social order based on the foudfoVarna system internalizes certain
philosophical ideals within its religious fold —lieds in the other world; reincarnation; karma
theory etc. on the basis of which it assigns unkegud graded rights to the four Varna’s.
Interestingly, in the Varna system, the rights diisth as one goes down the hierarchy ladder.
Also, ritual distancing between the Varna’'s is nimed by prohibition of inter-dining,
marriage, social interaction etc., and also by miegion of ‘purity-pollution relations’ and
‘untouchability’. As a result, the lowest Varna'snstitute a ‘culturally devalued’ category
facing immense exclusion based on their sociald(ezsste) identity. Such philosophical beliefs
being internalized into religion; justify and upHothe practice of the caste system and
simultaneously, provide an exegetical explanatibthe peripheral status of the lower Varna’s.
Such processes can have profound effects on ttse sériself-worth’ and ‘sense of agency’ of
those who are treated in this way and on the teim&hich they are able to access the resources

and opportunities in different spheres of theinsyc

Second, juxtaposed between the economic and clufturas of injustice are ‘hybrid forms’ of
injustice, which give rise to ‘bivalent collectivgs’: social groups suffering from both, economic
and cultural-valuational disadvantage. Gender,,re&ste, ethnicity and religion are instances of
bivalent collectivities. Different forms of injust have their own logic and strategic responses.
In case of the disadvantage being economic, disadgad groups are likely to mobilize around
their interests and to formulate their demandsmms of redistribution. Where disadvantage is

largely cultural-valuational, the disadvantaged iwd around the question of identity and



demands are formulated in terms of recognition. Whdisadvantage is hybrid, mobilization
encompasses material interests and social ideatity demands are formulated in terms of

redistribution and recognition.

Third, the economic dynamics of poverty among edetlgroups are mediated by the processes
of cultural devaluation mentioned above. Econonoicceptualizations of injustice according to
Kabeer range from exploitation (that is appropoitiof labour), marginalization (that is
exclusion from the means of livelihood or confineiné poorly paid, undesirable forms of
work) to deprivation (that is being denied an adeqistandard of living). Amartya Sen, in this
context, feels that though deprivation may be targe extent incumbent upon income, but it is
not the single causative influence on the live$ Wmlead. If we are essentially interested in the
kind of lives people can lead; then the freedordd®so and the means to such freedom becomes
essential. The concept of social exclusion allowes ghenomenon of interest to extend beyond
non-participation due to lack of material resourdessmeasures not only identify those who lack
resources, but simultaneously, also those whosepaditipation arises in multiple ways —
though discrimination, chronic ill health, cultuidentifications, geographical locations, etc. By
culturally assigning the excluded groups to lowdpand demeaning occupations: the caste
system excludes lowest caste groups from ownershiland and key productive assets and
relegates them to various forms of labour and sesvihat are considered menial, degrading, and
dirty; economic exclusion as a corollary is mediatyy the higher caste groups. Herein, the
notions of ‘favourable exclusion’ and ‘unfavourabfelusion’ as developed by Sen become
important: certain categories of occupations swiGeup D categories of jobs or scavenging
are considered to be polluting; the higher VarmBgspite being unemployed would ‘favourably
exclude’ themselves from such occupations, whitdduourably including’ the lower Varna’s in
such occupations. Though, the Varna system inclideslower castes, the ‘terms’ of their
inclusion and the ‘fairness of treatment’ metethim constitute the problematique.

Fourth, the ascribed status of excluded groupsoandpations is one of the instruments through,
which poverty is transmitted over generations. lenmt limitations on the prospects of
occupational mobility are reinforced by a procetsi@umscribing parental aspirations. Also,
the ascribed status of occupations ensures thgirdgeny inherits restricted life options. This

form of social exclusion has also been explainedgirater detail by Hills et al who



conceptualize social exclusion in terms ‘past’ grdsent’ capital. Capital accordingly has been

characterized as cultural, physical and human.

Finally, the economic vulnerability of excluded gps is buttressed by biased provisioning of
basic services, which could in essence improve tifieichances (the work of A. R. Desai on the
dimensions of rural untouchability and more recgetile bookDalits in India: In Search for
Common Destinydequately establishes this dimension). Concomitanneven availability of
services runs direct provider discrimination. Théspect has also been unequivocally
demonstrated from the studies mentioned in theepliag section.

Table 1, Percentage Share of the Social Groups thea Total Employees in Government

Jobs by Categories (Excluding Sweepers)

Group A Group B Group C Group D
GE GE GE GE
Yr. | SC | ST| N T | SC| ST| N T | SC| ST| N T | SC| ST| N T
196 0.2|975]| 10 0.3]96.5| 10 1.1|89.7| 10| 17.7| 3.5| 78.8| 10
5 | 164 7 9 0 (282 4 6 0O [ 8.88| 4 1 0 5 0 2 0
196 0.5|97.3| 10 0.4|96.4| 10 0.1/90.6| 10| 18.3| 3.6 | 78.0| 10
8 |211| 9 0 | 0|311] 1 8 0 (922 3 5 0 2 1 8 0
197 0.4|97.0| 10 0.4|955]| 10 1.6|88.7| 10| 18.3| 3.6 | 77.9| 10
1 |258| 1 1 0 406 3 1 0 959 7 4 10 7 5 8 0
197 0.5]96.5]| 10 04954 10 1.71885| 10| 18.6| 3.8| 77.5| 10
2 299 O 2 0 |4.13 4 3 0977 2 2 0 1 2 7 0
197 0.5]96.3| 10 0.4|1950| 10|10.0{19|87.9|10|18.3|39|77.7| 10
3 /314, 0 6 0 |451| 9 0 0 5 5 9 0 7 2 0 0
197 0.5]96.1| 10 0.4|1949| 10,103 21|875|10|185|3.8|77.6| 10
4 | 325 7 8 0 |459 9 2 0 3 3 4 | 0] 3 4 4 0
197 0.6 95.9| 10 05|94.4|10|10.7|2.2|87.0| 10| 18.6| 3.9 | 77.3| 10
5 | 343| 2 5 | 0498 9 3 0 1 7 2 0| 4 9 7 0
198 11934 10 1.3190.2|10|129|3.1|839| 10|19.3|5.0|755]| 10
1 |546| 2 2 0 | 842| 1 8 0 5 6 0 0 5 7 7 0
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5.8

74.1

10

198

8.67

2.3

89.0

10

111

2.1

86.7

10

14.8

4.4

10

19.8

6.1

74.0

10

198

8.51

2.2

89.2

10

11.6

2.0

86.3

10

14.8

4.5

10

20.4

6.4

73.1

10

199

8.64

2.5

88.7

10

11.2

2.3

86.3

10

15.1

4.8

10

21.4

6.7

71.7

10

199

9.09

2.5

88.3

10

11.8

2.3

85.8

10

15.6

4.9

10

21.2

6.8

71.9

10

199

9.67

2.9

87.4

10

115

2.3

86.0

10

15.7

3.1

10

20.8

6.7

72.3

10

199

9.80

3.0

87.1

10

121

2.3

85.4

10

15.9

5.4

10

20.7

6.8

72.3

10

199

10.2

2.9

86.8

10

12.0

2.8

85.1

10

15.7

5.3

10

20.4

6.1

73.3

10

199

10.1

2.8

86.9

10

12.6

2.6

84.6

10

16.1

5.6

10

20.5

6.4

72.9

10

199

115

3.5

84.9

10

12.3

2.8

84.8

10

154

5.6

10

20.2

6.0

73.6

10

199

10.7

3.2

86.0

10

12.9

3.0

84.0

10

16.2

6.1

10

24.0

6.7

69.2

10

199

10.8

3.4

85.7

10

12.3

3.0

84.6

10

16.3

6.0

10

18.6

74.4

10

199

11.2

85.3

1(¢

12.

6

3.3

83.

10 15.

8.1

10

7.00

730

18




9 9 9 2 0 8 5 8 0 8 7 5 0 0 q
200| 109/ 34| 855| 10| 125|3.0/84.3| 10|15.8/6.3|77.7|10|17.3| 6.6 | 75.9| 10
0 7 8 5 0 4 9 7 0 8 3 9 0 8 6 5 0
200|114 35|850(10|128|3.7,834|10|16.2| 64| 77.2,10|17.8| 6.8| 75.3| 10
1 2 8 0 0 2 0 8 0 5 6 9 0 9 1 0 0
200 11.0,39(849|/10|140(4.1,81.7;10|16.1|59|779|10|20.047.1|728]| 10
2 9 7 4 0 8 8 4 0 2 3 4 0 7 3 0 0
200/1119|41(838|10|143,43|81.3(10|16.2(6.5|77.1|10|17.9|6.9| 75.0| 10
3 3 8 8 0 2 2 6 0 9 4 7 0 8 6 6 0
Note:
Yr. Year
SC  Scheduled Caste
ST Scheduled Tribe
GEN General Castes
T Total

19

Source: Computed from the data provided in the AhiReport, Ministry of Personnel, Public
Grievances and Pensions, Government of India, NelhiP1985-1986, 1989-1990, and 2004-

2005.
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Table 2, Percentage Share of the Social Groups the Total Employees in PSUs by

Categories (Excluding Sweepers)

On
Jan 1l

Group A

Group B

Group C

Group D

Yr.

SC

GE

SC

GE

SC

GE

SC

ST

GE

1971

0.5

17

99.
31

10

15

16

98.
30

10

5.4

29

93.
22

10

15.
96

5.9

78.
09

10

1972

0.6

15

99.
17

10

1.8

19

97.
97

10

8.1

20

89.
69

10

17.
63

7.3

74.
98

10

1973

0.9

24

98.
82

10

2.5

28

97.
19

10

9.0

84

88.
15

10

24.
50

8.2

67.
24

10

1974

11

26

98.
55

10

2.9

41

96.
63

10

13.
18

30

80.
52

10

26.
70

11.
69

61.
61

10

1975

14

30

98.
26

10

3.0

42

96.
56

10

13.
73

97

80.
29

10

26.
29

11.
93

61.
78

10

1976

1.6

36

97.
96

10

3.1

54

96.
27

10

16.
37

22

75.
41

10

24.
14

13.
67

62.
18

10

1977

1.8

43

97.
76

10

3.0

55

96.
36

10

16.
76

68

75.
56

10

22.
53

10.
32

67.
15

10

1978

2.0

47

97.
51

10

3.6

91

95.
41

10

16.
30

41

76.
29

10

22.
85

10.
51

66.
64

10

1979

2.2

53

97.
19

10

4.1

96

94.
89

10

16.
98

87

75.
15

10

22.
44

9.9

67.
63

10

1980

2.9

66

96.
44

10

5.1

36

93.
52

10

18.
08

71

74.
20

10

22.
36

10.
76

66.
88

10

1981

3.1

69

96.
13

10

6.1

52

92.
36

10

18.
15

92

73.
94

10

20.
89

11.
29

67.
82

10
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1982

3.5

88

95.
54

10

6.5

87

91.
54

10

17.

80

a7

73.

72

10

22.

28

12.
40

65.

32

10

1983

3.6

87

95.
44

10

6.5

93

91.
49

10

17.

83

57

73.

60

10

22.

34

12.
47

65.

18

10

1984

3.9

89

95.
18

10

5.3

60

93.
02

10

18.

23

65

73.

13

10

27.

37

15.
13

57.

50

10

1985

4.1

89

94.
98

10

5.5

57

92.
92

10

18.

34

62

73.

04

10

27.

21

15.
13

57.

66

10

1986

4.5

00

94.
42

10

6.0

59

92.
32

10

18.

50

76

72.

73

10

30.

75

17.
00

52.

24

10

1987

4.8

18

93.
97

10

6.1

55

92.
28

10

18.

54

82

72.

63

10

30.

83

17.
07

52.

10

10

1988

5.3

17

93.
50

10

7.0

09

90.
91

10

19.

04

90

72.

06

10

31.

13

19.
48

49.

39

10

1989

5.7

29

92.
95

10

8.4

31

89.
28

10

19.

19

88

71.

93

10

31.

36

19.
73

48.

90

10

1990

5.9

43

92.
61

10

8.7

51

88.
76

10

19.

20

95

71.

85

10

31.

39

19.
82

48.

79

10

1991

6.4

55

92.
05

10

9.0

53

88.
42

10

19.

20

02

71.

78

10

30.

79

19.
73

49.

48

10

1992

6.6

66

91.
65

10

9.2

95

87.
83

10

16.

82

13

75.

05

10

23.

25

9.7

67.

05

10

1993

7.3

88

90.
75

10

9.1

37

87.
51

10

18.

71

42

72.

87

10

21.

90

9.7

68.

34

10

1994

7.8

88

90.
32

10

9.5

30

87.
15

10

17.

97

95

73.

08

10

23.

84

9.8

66.

32

10

1995

8.1

17

89.
64

10

9.5

30

87.
20

10

18.

95

72

72.

32

10

22.

58

9.8

67.

57

10

1996

8.4

27

89.
32

10

9.6

52

86.
80

10

19.

14

72

72.

14

10

22.

41

10.
68

66.

92

10

1997

88.

1(

10,

10

10.

66.

10



0 |50] 31] o] 40/ 70 90 O 98 €2 40 [0 61 82 [57 |0
95| 2. |87./10|10.| 3. | 85.|10| 18.| 8. | 72. | 10| 22. | 10.| 66. | 10
1998 6 | 62|82 0|53|8|58|0|97|47|55|0/|57|8|57|0
10.| 2. | 87.110| 10.| 4. | 85. (10| 17.| 8. | 73.|10| 22. | 11. | 66. | 10
1999 13|81 06| 0| 63|10 27| 0| 8|12 99| 0| 62|37 |00]|0
10.| 2. | 86. 10| 11.| 4. | 84.10|18.| 8. | 72.|10| 22. | 11. | 66. | 10
2000 3597, 68| 0| 05|18 77| 0|93 46|61 |0 |51|40| 080
10.| 3. | 86.10| 11.| 4. | 83.(10|18.| 8. | 72.|10| 22. | 11. | 65.| 10
2001 76 |03 20| 0| 52|61 87 | 0|94 |81| 25,08 |28|83]|0
11.| 3. | 85.]10|12.| 4. | 83.(10|19.| 8. | 72. /10| 21.| 10. | 67.| 10
2002 20 |36 44| 0|01|91| 09| 0| 05|8| 15| 0|67 |86 |47 |0
11.] 3. | 84.,10| 12. | 5.1 82./10|19.| 9. | 71. /10| 21.| 11. | 67.| 10
2003 75|48 76 | 0| 44 |15 41| 0| 38|24 39| 0|47 |03|50/|0
11.] 3. | 8.|10| 11.| 5. | 82. /10| 17.| 8. | 74. 10| 18.| 10.| 71.| 10
2004 48 (46| 06 | O | 72 |31 97 | 0|07 14|79 0| 20|53|27 |0
Note:
Yr. Year

SC  Scheduled Caste
ST Scheduled Tribe
GEN General Castes
T Total

Source: Public Enterprises Survey, Annual Repoolume 1, Ministry of Heavy Industries and
Public Enterprises, 1978-1979, 1988-1989, 198%19990-1991, and 1991-1993 to 2004-
2005, New Delhi.



Table 3. Percentage Share of the Social Groups thda Total Employees in Public Sector

Banks by Categories

Officers Clerks Sub-Staffs

Yr. SC | ST|GEN| T SC | ST| GEN| T SC ST| GEN| T
1978| 2.04 | 0.17 97.79| 100| 10.32| 1.82| 87.86| 100| 16.25| 2.09| 81.67| 100
1979| 3.03 | 0.59 96.38| 100| 12.13| 1.98| 85.89| 100| 21.14| 2.95| 75.91| 100
1980| 3.09 | 0.65| 96.26| 100 | 11.93| 2.24| 85.82| 100| 20.06| 3.09| 76.85| 100
1981| 3.87 | 0.88 95.25| 100| 12.57| 2.38| 85.05| 100| 17.57| 3.55| 78.89| 100
1982| 4.64 | 1.07/ 94.30| 100| 12.96| 2.75| 84.29| 100| 22.42| 4.33| 73.25| 100
1983| 4.87 | 1.28 93.85| 100| 13.48| 2.95| 83.57| 100| 23.15| 3.97| 72.88| 100
1984|5.72 | 1.48 92.80| 100| 13.83| 3.41| 82.76| 100| 23.79| 4.32| 71.89| 100
1985| 6.90 | 1.76| 91.34| 100| 14.04| 3.75| 82.20| 100| 24.77| 4.43| 70.79| 100
1986| 7.30 | 1.85/ 90.86| 100| 13.78| 3.78| 82.44| 100| 24.88| 4.50| 70.62| 100
1988| 8.32 | 2.20 89.48| 100| 13.87| 3.92| 82.21| 100| 21.01| 4.74| 74.25| 100
1989|8.82 | 2.47,88.71| 100| 14.03| 4.27| 81.70| 100| 21.41| 5.61| 72.99| 100
1990/ 9.18 | 2.71/ 88.11| 100| 14.22| 4.46| 81.32| 100| 21.84| 5.68| 72.48| 100
1991/ 9.56 | 3.00 87.45| 100| 14.19| 4.50| 81.31| 100| 21.83| 5.74| 72.43| 100
1992| 11.13| 3.12| 85.75| 100 | 14.32| 4.56| 81.12| 100| 21.98| 5.80| 72.22| 100
1993|9.87 | 3.12/ 87.01| 100| 14.37| 4.55| 81.08| 100| 22.96| 5.87| 71.17| 100
1994| 10.25| 3.35| 86.41| 100 | 14.45| 4.57| 80.98| 100| 23.30| 5.84| 70.86| 100
1995| 10.71| 3.52| 85.77| 100 | 14.53| 4.64| 80.83| 100| 22.37| 5.84| 71.79| 100
1996| 11.11| 3.65| 85.24| 100 | 14.69| 4.71| 80.61| 100| 23.01| 5.96| 71.03| 100
1997| 11.47| 3.85| 84.67| 100 | 14.83| 4.71| 80.46| 100| 23.46| 6.17| 70.37| 100
1998|11.88| 4.01| 84.11| 100| 15.01| 4.81| 80.18| 100| 23.25| 6.16| 70.59| 100
1999| 10.55| 4.09| 85.36| 100| 14.92| 4.84| 80.23| 100| 22.24| 6.20| 71.56| 100
2000| 12.51| 4.22| 83.27| 100| 14.88| 4.76| 80.36| 100| 24.47| 6.25| 69.28| 100
2001| 13.04| 4.31| 82.65| 100| 15.17| 4.81| 80.02| 100| 24.80| 6.43| 68.77| 100
2002| 14.41| 5.10| 80.49| 100 15.90| 5.10| 79.00| 100| 25.72| 6.43| 67.85| 100
2004 | 14.98| 5.88| 79.14| 100| 16.16| 5.08| 78.76| 100| 25.38| 7.02| 67.60| 100




Note:

Yr. Year

SC Scheduled Caste
ST Scheduled Tribe
GEN General Castes
T Total

Source: Annual Report, Ministry of Finance, Goveemtof India, 1978 to 2004-2005.



Table 4. Percentage Share of Social Groups to TotBimployees in Public Sector Insurance

Companies by Cateqgories

Group A Group B Group C Group D

GE GE GE GE
Yr. | SC|ST| N | T|SC|ST| N | T|SC|ST| N | T|SC|ST| N | T

19 85(19| 89. 10| 11. |3.4| 84. | 10| 13. | 56| 81. | 10| 27. | 7.3| 65. | 10
93| 9 | 9142|061 |5|94,0|24| 41200 | 5|56 |0

19| 96 |24| 87. (10| 12. |3.4| 84. | 10| 13. |54 80. | 10| 56. | 3.3| 39. | 10
9491 9 | 8 1830|243 |32 ,0|8|5 710,69 3|90

19 | 11. | 28| 85. |10| 12. | 3.6| 83. | 10| 14. | 58| 79. | 10| 59. | 4.4| 35. | 10
%51 24| 6 | 89| 0| 74| 4|61, 068|745 0614|090

19 | 12. ({3.3| 83.|10| 12. |3.6| 83. | 10| 14. |6.2| 79. | 10| 73. | 45| 22. | 10
%6 82|98 |0|75| 9|5 0|5|3|26]0|3|7/|08]|0

19| 14. |40| 81. |10| 1.3 |4.1| 94.| 10| 15. |6.6| 78. 10| 28. | 7.7| 63. | 10
971 03| 0| 97| 0| 6 | 5|50 0|24 3|13 0|3)| 6|8 |0

19| 14. |45| 80. (10| 13. |4.1| 82. | 10| 15. | 76| 76. | 10| 27. | 7.9| 64. | 10
9 165|084 |0|57|7|25,0|8|3|5]027]9|74|0

20 | 14. |45 80. 10| 13. (44| 81. |10| 16.|7.3| 76. | 10| 25. | 8.4| 65. | 10
0O 63| 6 | 80| 0| 97| 0| 630|466 | 3| 20|09 | 7 |5 |0

Note:

Yr. Year

SC Scheduled Caste
ST Scheduled Tribe
GEN General Castes
T Total

Source: Annual Report, Ministry of Finance, Goveemtnof India, 1992 to 2004-2005.
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